IN THE COURT OF THE TRANSPORT TRIBUNAL 
LONDON FARES AND MISCELLANEOUS CHARGES DIVISION 



In the matter of the London Fares (London Transport) Order 1966 

London Transport Board 



1966 No. 1 
Applicants 



Reasons for Decision of the Tribunal 
This application for an Order under s,45 of the Transport 
Act 1962 Oiereafter referred to as “ the Act ”) to replace the 
London Fares (London Transport) Order 1965 was made on 
3rd February 1966. At that date the Applicants had in- 
creased some of their charges in accordance with the special 
procedure for the temporary authorisation of increased 
maximum charges contained in s.48 of the Act, the increases 
dating from 16th January 1966. 

The application has annexed to it a draft Order which, in 
addition to making permanent the increased maximum 
charges temporarily authorised under s.48 of the Act, would 
permit further increases beyond 10 miles for the carriage of 
passengers on the Applicants’ railways between Queen’s Park 
Station and Watford Junction Station, between Harrow-on- 
the-Hill Station and Amersham Station, and upon the 
Watford and Chesham branches. These further increases are 
consequential upon the application made by the British 
Railways Board (1966 No. 2) on the same day. The draft 
Order also contains provisions the effect of which would be 
that young persons of 14 years and under 18 years of age 
would no longer be entitled to concessionary season ticket 
rates uiiless undergoing full day-time education and not gain- 
fully employed. 

On 15th February 1965 this Tribunal made the London 
Fares (London Transport) Order 1965, fixing maximum 
charges which were expected to produce a surplus, after 
expenses and interest had been met, at the rate of £3m. a 
year, although it was not expected that such a surplus would 
actually be achieved, because the Applicants were faced with 
meeting the cost of further improvements in the pay and 
conditions of service of their employees between then and 
the following July. 

It soon became apparent that, notwithstanding the increases 
in fares, the Applicants’ financial position was deteriorating, 
owing to higher costs. Accordingly, the Applicants planned 
to introduce further increases in fares under s.48 of the Act 
on 2nd May 1965. However, at the request of the then 
Minister of Transport the Applicants deferred making the 
planned increases, and in due course they received from the 
Minister the sum of £3 -8m. as compensation, being the 
estimated yield from May to December 1965 of the proposed 
increases in fares which were not introduced. The increases 
which were introduced on I6th January 1966 were those 
which had been planned for the previous May. 

Notwithstanding the £3 -8m. of Government compensation, 
the Applicants had a deficit of £1 -Om. on their revenue account 
for the year 1965. Mr. Evershed, their Chief Financi^^ 
Officer, produced to us an estimate for a “future year’’, 
showing a deficit of £10 -Im. at the pre-January 1966 charges, 
and one of £4-4m. after increasing charges in accordance 
with the Applicants’ proposals, which he estimated would 
yield £5 -7m. Mr. Evershed based his estimate upon an 
increase in working expenses and an expected continued fall 
in the volume of traffic. 

The Applicants expect the volume of traffic to continue to 
fall for several reasons. It will be brought about partly 
because in certain areas the Applicants have not sufficient 
staff available, and in other places because certain reductions 
in services will be made where the demand has been reduced. 
There has also been for some years a falling trend m the 
general demand for the Applicants’ road services, said to be 
attributable to the increasing use of private transport, 
particularly at week-ends and in off-peak periods, added to 
which, owing to traffic congestion, there is an increase in the 
difficulty of getting the Applicants’ vehicles through the 
streets, resulting in a deterioration of the regularity and 
reliability of the services, making the services less attractive 
to potential passengers. 

The Tribunal is thus faced with a task entirely different in 
character from that imposed by previous applications made 
by the Applicants under the Act. Hitherto we have had to 
consider what charges would be required to make a proper 
contribution to the discharge of the Applicants’ financial duty, 
which in otir view would have required the production of a 



surplus of the order of £4-0m. : see the Reasons for our 
Decision in Applications 1963, Nos. 2 and 3, p. 4. Now 
we are asked to make an Order fixing maximum charges 
which are expected to result in a deficit of £4 •4m. 

It was suggested on behalf of some of the objectors that 
Mr. Evershed’s estimate of the financial position in a future 
year was unreliable because it lay within the Applicants’ 
power to improve their financial position by taking appro- 
priate steps. Among the suggestions put forward by Mr. 
Mercer, on behalf of the Travellers’ Associations — Joint 
Committee, were that the Applicants should charge less to 
revenue and borrow more ; that there ought to be a proper 
sales drive by a special department to popularise cheap fares ; 
that the Applicants ought to allow private operators to run 
services in fringe areas ; that the Applicants ought to have a 
special department to deal with staff relationships ; and that 
they ought to introduce a 3d. fare for a half-mile stage. 
Mr. Hawkings, on behalf of the Harrow Public Transport 
Users’ Association, the Pinner Association, and the Associa- 
tion of Public Transport Users, submitted that the Applicants 
could cover their increased costs in a future year by increased 
efficiency and productivity, e.g. in the field of fare collection 
and the closing of booking offices. Mr. Arnold Rosen, whom 
we heard as amicus curiae, also suggested that more revenue 
could be obtained by means of more efficient methods of fare 
collection. Mr. Egelnick, on behalf of the London District 
Committee of the Communist Party, suggested that the 
Applicants ought to offer better pay and conditions so as to 
attract more staff and so provide better services, which would 
attract more passengers. 

The question whether the Applicants ought to borrow more 
and charge less to revenue was canvassed very thoroughly 
before us when we considered Applications 1963 No. 2 and 3. 
We see no reason to depart from the view which we then 
formed that the Applicants are not charging to revenue any 
items which are not properly so chargeable. 

Some of the criticisms levelled against the Applicants’ 
operation of their undertaking may have some substance in 
them. Indeed it would be surprising if some room for 
improvement could not be found in the operation of any 
undertaking by fallible human beings. Nevertheless the 
evidence before us does not disclose any ground for believing 
that Mr. Evershed’s estimate of a substantial deficit is not 
reliable within the broad limits within which such an estimate 
must necessarily be made. 

In exercising our power to make an Order, we are required 
by s.45(4) of the Act to do nothing which will in otu opinion 
prevent the Applicants from levying charges which make a 
proper contribution to the discharge of their financial duty, 
taking into account their present circumstances and future 
prospects and any directions given to them by the Minister 
under the Act. As we said in the reasons for our decision 
in Applications 1963 Nos. 2 and 3, the charges have to be 
such that, when added to the Applicants’ other sources of 
income, the result, taking one year with another, will be a 
complete discharge of the financial duty. It might therefore 
be said that the Order which we are asked to make would 
prevent the Applicants from levying charges which wovOd 
make a proper contribution to the discharge of their financial 
duly, since even by charging the maximum charges fixed by 
the Order they could not discharge their financial duty. 
However, Mr. Lloyd, the Applicants’ Chief Commercial and 
Planning Officer, stated in evidence that the maximum charges 
proposed were the most that could be commercially ^ked 
for at the present time. We are accordingly of the opinion 
that the real curb upon the Applicants’ power to levy charges 
which would make a proper contribution towards the dis- 
charge of their financial duty is the commercial impracticabUity 
of raising fares beyond the maximum charges proposed, and 
that fixing the maximum charges at the levels proposed 
would not in itself prevent the Applicants from levying 
adequate charges. This position has been reached because 
the Applicants refrained from taking steps to raise their 
charges when they were minded to do so in 1965. Had the 
charges then been raised, the impact upon the travelling 
public would by now have spent itself, so that the time would 
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have been opportune to seek a further increase. The 
Applicants’ charges have thus fallen a step behind. We 
accept the evidence that it would be commercially impractic- 
able at the present time for them to make the large increases 
which would Ik necessary to enable them to have a reasonable 
prospect of discharging their financial duty in the near future. 

In these circumstances no question arises of our exercising 
our jurisdiction so as to ensure that the travelling public are 
not required to pay charges higher than those reasonably 
required to enable the Applicants to pay their way. Although 
the Applicants have a legal monopoly, they are in no position 
to exploit it at the present time. On the contrary, the 
Applicants have had to accept a subsidy from public funds, 
and the then Minister stated in the House of Commons on 
9th December 1965 that they expect to require some measure 
of financial assistance in 1966. It is not for us to speculate 
upon the form or the amoimt of such assistance. The giving 
of such assistance would be action quite outside the scheme 
of the Act. We cannot in these proceedings regard the 
possibility of it as part of the Applicants’ “ future prospects ” 
within the meaning of s.45(4) of the Act. As the law at 
present stands, we have to proceed upon the basis that the 
object of the Act is that, apart from comparatively minor 
sources of revenue, such as commercial advertising and let- 
out properties, the cost of providing the Applicants' services 
has to be met by the passengers using the services. Now that 
the attainment of that object is, so far as can reasonably be 
foreseen, impracticable, we cannot refuse to allow the 
Applicants to get as near as possible to attaining it by levying 
charges which are as high as commercially practicable. 
Mr. Molony, on behalf of the Greater London Council, 
submitted to us that it would be perfectly reasonable to say 
that the present circumstances and the future prospects of 
the Applicants justify them in accepting the impossibility of 
performing the duty which s.180 of the Act imposes upon 
them. In our view the Applicants’ legal duty is to continue 
the struggle. All we can do is to endeavour to secure that 
charges which are not sufficient to enable the Applicants to 
pay their way are borne equitably as between one section of 
passengers and another. 

When we turn to the Applicants’ proposals concerning 
their main single fares structure, we accept the evidence of 
their witnesses that the increases proposed would produce 
more revenue. The point of diminishing returns has not yet 
been reached. As for the details of the proposals, we find 
them to be reasonable, the more so in that they provide for 
increases on some of the fares at lower mileages which escaped 
increases on the last occasion. The elimination of the 
miles and 2^ miles fares, which were introduced as recently 
as 1963, will produce increased revenue which could otherwise 
only be sought by increasing the higher fares, which are very 
susceptible to price and car competition. 

The proposals in respect of season ticket rates appear to 
us to be reasonable. 'The increases are consequent!^ upon 
the increases in single fares, but in the process of constructing 
the table some of the increased fares give slightly greater 
rates of discount than those previously given. 

The proposals to increase the maximum single fares for 
distances beyond 10 miles between Queen’s Park Station and 
Watford Junction Station, between Hairow-on-the-Hill 
Station and Amersham Station, and upon the Watford and 
Cbesham branches were put forward on the basis that the 
historic alignment of the fares on these lines with those on the 
main line railways should be continued. It was contended 
that in the characteristics of the traffic, such as the length of 
travel, the nature of the services, and fast trains from the 
outer suburbs, they are more akin to those of the British 
Railways Board than the rest of the Applicants' railways, in 
addition to which the Applicants and the British RaUways 
Board run trains over the same lines. It seems to us that 
there is force in these contentions. If these lines did not 
belong to the Applicants, there could be no reason for their 
fares being different from those on the main line railways. 
It does not appear to us that common ownership is a reason 
for assimilating the fares on these lines with those on the 



other railways of the Applicants, which differ so widely in 
character. Since we propose to authorise the British Rail- 
ways Board to charge higher fares on their London lines, this 
part of the Applicants’ proposals appears to us to be a 
reasonable consequential amendment. 

In connection with these proposals Mr. Molony made what 
he described as a "short, simple legal point”. This was 
that paragraph 6 of and schedule 2 to the draft Order do not 
■ustify doing what Mr. Lloyd said the Applicants wanted to 
do, namely charge at an increased rate for people whose 
journeys originate or terminate on the stretch of line between 
Harrow-on-the-Hill and Amersham. The answer to this 
point is equally short and simple. It is not a matter for 
action by us. So far as drafting matters are concerned, our 
functions are similar to those of a Committee considering a 
local or private Bill. The terms of the draft Order satisfy 
the Applicants. There are precedents for them in previous 
Orders, which seem to have operated satisfactorily. 
Mr. Molony has not invited us to amend either paragraph 6 
or Schedule 2. In these circumstances they should stand 
part of the Order. Should the Applicants hereafter seek to 
levy charges which are not justified by the Order, appropriate 
action can then be taken. 

Some of those who objected to the proposed increase in 
fares on these lines also commented adversely on the operation 
of the fractions rule. No change in this nile is proposed by 
the Applicants. It has existed in its present form since 1952. 
It does not appear to us to be inherently unfair, and the 
objectors have not formulated any amendment for our 
consideration. 

Finally we turn to the proposal to restrict the Applicants’ 
obligation to issue concessionary season tickets to Juveniles. 
Under the existing order the Applicants are required to issue 
educational season tickets at not exceeding half of the adult 
rate to passengers aged 14 and 15 and to those aged 16 and 17 
who are not in receipt of remuneration exceeding 25s. per 
week. In the case of other passengers aged 16 and 17 the 
Applicants are required to issue educational season tickets at 
not exceeding two-thirds of the adult rate. It is now pro- 
posed that the only educational season tickets should be at 
not exceeding half the adult rate and should be confined to 
those undergoing full-time education and not in receipt of 
any remuneration. 

It was urged against this proposal that this would tend to 
discourage young persons from entering occupations in which 
earnings are low during the early years because the employers 
give opportunities for training, and to encourage them to 
enter occupations where the initial earnings are higher, but 
where the opportunities of acquiring skills through training 
do not exist. The Applicants accepted the force of this 
contention, but countered it by the argument that if it is 
socially desirable that young persons should be encouraged 
by financial inducements to fit themselves for better posts in 
their years of maturity such inducements should be provided 
by others than those charged by Parliament with the task of 
operating a transport undertaking upon a self-i^ancing 
basis. 

This argument we find acceptable. Since the Applicants 
have for all practical purposes no source of income other l^an 
the charges made to passengers, the effect of charging young 
persons at less than the full rate is to impose a corresponding 
burden on the other passengers. It does not appear to us 
to be fair to impose such a burden on the other passengers. 
The social ben^ts of charging young persons lower fares 
accrue to the community at large and not to other passengers 
as such. The cost of any such benefits ought Aerefore not 
to be thrown upon the general body of passengers. Whether 
such cost should be incurred and how it should be met are 
not matters within our jurisdiction. 

G, D. Squibb 

T. B. Robson 

R. C. Moore 

18th July 1966. 
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LONDON FARES (LONDON TRANSPORT) ORDER 1966 
DAILY PROCEEDINGS 
CORRECTIONS 



FIRST DAY 
Tuesday 19/A April 1966 

Page 1 — ^for “ Wednesday 20th ” read “ Tuesday 19th ” 

Page 2, column 1, line 6— for “ particular ” read “ particularly ” 

Page 3, column I, paragraph 2, line 2 — for “ British Railways ” read “ letting property and advertising ” 

Page 3, column 2, paragraph 2, line 1 — for “referred” read “refer” 

Page 3, column 2, paragraph 3, line 7 — for “ lossely ” read “ loosely ” 

Page 3, column 2, paragraph 4, line 3 — for “ the paragraph ” read “ paragraph 16 ” 

Page 6, column 2, question 39, line 5 — ^for “ of one another ” read “ with one another ” 

Page 7, column 1, question 43, lines 3, A — for “ of proposed charges at £4 •4m.” read “ at proposed charges of £4 '4m.” 

Page 7, column 2, question 55, line 9— for “ from the same date ” read “ from 3rd January 1966 ” 

Page 7, column 2, question 57, line 2— for “ £2 -3m.” read “ £2 -em.” 

Page 7, column 2, question 58, line 3 — for “ two elements ” read “ three elements ” 

Page 7, column 2, question 58, line 4 — for “ future cost ” read “ further cost ” 

Page 8, column 1, question 66, line 6 — for “ will not enter into its reconciliation ” read “ must enter into the reconciliation ” 

Page 8, column 1, question 68, line 5 — for “ other cost net revenues ” read “ these are net revenues ” 

Page 8, column 1, question 69, line 3 — delete “ figure ” 

Page 8, column 1, question 71, lines 4, 5 — delete “ major railway extensions and partly for — partly, this is to say, for ” 

Page 8, column 2, question 74, line 5 — for “ imparts ” read “ imports ” 

Page 11, column 1, question 134, line 1 — after “ moment ” add “ ? — ” 

Page 1 1, column 2, question 144, line I — for “ I would ” read " It would " 

Page 12, column 2, question 167, line 8 — for “ separated ” read “ separate ” 

Page 12, column 1, question 174, line 2 — for “ £98,700 ” read “ £98,700,000 ” 

Page 13, column 1, question 186, line 9 — for “ is proportionate " read “ is a proportionate ” 

Page 13, column 2, question 210, line 2 — ^for “ 1969 ” read “ 1959 ” 

Page 14, column 2, question 238, line 4 — for “ had finance ” read “ financed " 

Page 14, column 2, question 239, line 2 — ^for “ 1964 ” read “ 1963 ” 

Page 14, column 2, question 241, line 5 — for “ £2 -Sm.” read “ £2 -4m.” 

Page 15, column 1, qu«tion 263, line 3 — for “ that ” read “ That ” 

Page 15, column 1, question 264, line 1 — for “ 0 -05 ” read “ 0 -5 ” 

Page 16, column 1, question 280, line 8 — for “ arrangements ” read “ arrangement " 

Page 16, column 1, question 280, lines 9, 10— delete “ as our staff ” 

Page 16, column 2, question 298, line 6-^elete “ but ” 



SECOND DAY 
Wednesday 20/A April 1966 

Page 19, column 2, line 18 — for “ AE3b " read “ AE3 ” 

Page 23, column 1, paragraph 9, line 8 — for “ No ” read “ Now ” 

Page 24, column 1, question 383, line 3 — for “ table BAL3 ” read “ table DAL3 ” 

Page 25, column 2, question 414, line 4 — for “ lines 4 and 16 ” read “ lines 1 to 4 ” 

Page 26, column 1, question 420, line 4 — for “ interval ” read “ integral ” 

Page 28, column 1, question 468, line 4 — for “ to this ” read “ to do this ” 

Page 29, column 1, question 498— for “ In Column 13 . . read “ With the figure of £5,514,000 in column 13 . . .” 
Page 29, column 1, question 499, line 3 — for “ estimates or discounts ” read “ estimates of discounts ” 

Page 31, column 1, question 563, line 7 — delete “ and if ” 

Page 34, colmnn 2, question 625, line 9 — ^for “ 3 ” read “ 2 ” 

Page 35, column 2, question 656, lines 4, 5 (twice) — ^for “ passed ” read “ past ” 

Page 39, column 1, question 749, last line — for “ a different form ” read “ the different forms of transport ” 

Page 39, column 1, question 749, line 2 — ^for “ 2 -97 ” read “ 2 '97m.” 

Page 39, column 1, question 750, line I — for “97m.” read “ £97m.” 

Page 39, column 1, question 750, line 1 — ^for “ 2 -97 ” read “ £2 -97m.” 

Page 39, column 1, question 751 , line 2 — ^for “ 98 -7 ” read “ £98 •7m.” 

Page 39, column 1, question 752, line 1 — ^for “ 98 •7m.” read “ £98 •7m.” 

Page 39, column 1, question 753, line 2 — for “98 -9” read “ £98 •9m.” 

Page 39, column 1, question 755, line 1 — ^for “97” read “ £97m.” 

Page 39, column 1, question 756, line 1 — for “ 0 -5 " read “ £0 -5m.” 

Page 39, column 1, question 757, lines 2, 3 (twice) — for “ 1 *5 ” read “ £1 -5m.” 

Page 39, column 1, question 758, line 4— for “ £1 ‘5 ” read “ £1 •5m.” 

Page 39, column 2, question 761 , line 7 — for “ 0 •S ” read “ £0 •5m.” 

Page 39, column 2, question 761, line 11 — for “ 1 -4" read “ £1 •4m." 

Page 39, column 2, question 763, line 5 — for “ 1 -Sm.” read “ £1 •5m.” 

Page 39, column 2, question 766, line 1 — for “ 1 -5 ” read “ £1 -5m.” 

Page 39, column 2, question 766, line 2 — for “ 1 -4 " read “ £1 •4m.” 



THIRD DAY 
Friday 22nd April 1966 

Page 41, column 1, paragraph 12, lines 8, 9— for “ Aylesbury going into Baker Street, which is entirely British Railways, on 
to Amersham ” read “ Aylesbury on to Amersham, going into Marylebone, 
which is entirely British Railways ” 

Page 42, column 1, question 780, line 2 — for “ No ” read “ No, it does not ” 

Page 42, column 1, question 784, line 2 — ^for “No" read “No, it does not” 

Page 43, column 1, question 827, line 2 — for “647,000,000” read “ 674,000, (KX) ” 

Page 44, column 1, question 839, line 12 — for “ routes ” read “ rates ” 

Page 45, column 1, question 867, line 1 — insert “ — ” between “ again” and “ the” 

Page 45, column 1, qu«tion 868, line 8— insert “ I would produce it ” between “ told you ” and “ how much ” 

Page 45, column 1, question 870, line 1— for “loss” read “lost” 
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Page 45, column 2, question 882, lines 7, 8 — for “clear if . . read "clear. If . . 

Page 47, column 2, question 927, line 8 — for “ No ’’ read " No proposal “ 

Page 48, column 1, question 937, line 2 — for “ No ” read “ No, they do not ” 

Page 50, column 2, question 1006, line 8 — for “ exhibit 1 “ read “ exhibit 2 ” 

Page 50, column 2, question 1009, line 3 — ^for “ Is. 2d.” read “ Is. 3d.” 

Page 51, column I, question 1017, line 22 — for “ outside ” read “ inside ” 

Page 51, column 2, question 1027, line 5 — for “ £2,907,000 ” read “ £2,970,000 ” 

Page 52, column 1, question 1053, line 6 — for “ groups ” read “ steps ” 

Page 53, column 1, question 1076, line 28 — for “ caused up ” read “ caused us ” 

Page 54, column 1, question 1087, line 20 — for “ abstraction ” read “ traffic ” 

Page 55 and page 59 — amend heading to “ Mr. Frederick John Lloyd ” 

Page 55, column 1, question 1104, line 7 — for “ Marylebone” read “Amersham” 

Page 58, column 1, question 1 135, line 10 — for “ less ” read “ more ” 

Page 61 — Exhibit AB3, line 39 — after “ statement attached ” insert “ General Question No. 1 ” 
Page 62 — Road fervices, Questions Nos. 1 and 2 — Insert as heading “ AE3A” 

Page 63 — ^Ejchibit AE3A — insert statement below as answer to General Question No. 1 
Page 63 — General Question No. 1 — ^insert as heading “ AE3A ” 

Page 63 — Exhibit AE3A — numbering of questions to be as follows : — 

Rail Services — ^for (12) read (12) (i) 
for (13) read (12) (ii) 
for (14) read (13) 
for (15) read (14) 
for 06) read (15) 



FOURTH DAY 
Monday 25lh April 1966 

Page 65, column 1, question 1186, last line — for “ or ” read “ for ” 

Page 66, column 2, question 1197, line 3 — for “ council " read “ counsel ” 

Page 67, column 2, question 1246, line 3 — ^for “ RNR8R ” read “ RMR8B ” 

Page 69, column 2, question 1295, line 5 — ^for “ £60 •5m.” read “ 16 -5m.” 

Page 70, column 1, question 1305, line 18 — for “ Henley ” read “ Harlow ” 

Page 89, Exhibit FJL, line 5 — under “ Item No." insert “ 9 ” in bottom line 

FIFTH DAY 
Tuesday 26th April 1966 

Page 97, column 2 — for “ Mr. Holly ” read “ Mr. Hoddy ” 

Page 108, column 1, paragraph 5, line 4 — after “ great ” read “ deal ” 

Page 108, column 2, paragraph 1, line 2 — for “ their " read “ your ” 

Page 108, column 2, paragraph 2, line 12 — after “ and ” read “ is it fairly shared out? ” 
Page 111, column 1, paragraph 3, line II — for “ have ” read “ has ” 

Page 111, column 2, paragraph 2, line 16— for “journey ” read “journeys” 



Exhibit AE3A 
General Question No. 1 



WORKING EXPENSES OF MAIN TRANSPORT ACTTVITIES 





Buses and 
Coaches 


Railways 


Total 




£m. 


£m. 


£m. 


1965 


66-1 


33 -9 


100 -0 


1964 


61 -9 


31-3 


93 -2 


Increase 


+ 4-2 


+ 2-6 


+ 6-8 


Analysis of variations : — 








Increases in wages and National Insurance 


+ 6-2 


+ 2-2 


-f 8-4 


Lower level of mileage run — ^variations in crew costs, fuel, tyres, 
etc 


- 1-5 


- 0-1 


~ 1-6 


Variations in depreciation and renewals provision 


- 0 -6 


+ 0-2 


- 0-4 


Other items 


+ 0-1 


+ 0-3 


•f 0-4 




+ 4-2 


+ 2-6 


+ 6-8 



TOTAL WORKING EXPENSES— YEAR 1965 

Per cent 
£m. of total 

S^aries and wages . . . . 71-6 71 0 

National insurance and retirement benefits . . . . . . 4-9 4-9 

Fuel tax, vehicle licences and local rates . . . . 6 *5 6-4 

Materials (including fuel oil), supplies and services 14 -6 14-3 

Depreciation provisions v 3-4 3-4 

101-0 100-0 



20th April 1966 

(54573) IW. 126854 
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